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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 , 7-9, 1 5-1 7 and 23-24 are amended and claims 2-3, 1 0-1 1 and 1 8-1 9 
are canceled in the amendment filed on 06/01/2007. Claims 1, 4-5, 7-9, 12-13, 15-17, 
20-21 and 23-24 are pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 04/19/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues "applicant argues neither Martin, nor Prompt, nor any 
combination thereof can teach each and every limitation recited in claim 1, 9 and 17 as 
the word "learning" is wholly absent from Martin and Prompt and neither reference even 
mention an LMS or an e-learning model. By comparison, though Whitehurst does relate 
to an LMS, nowhere in Whitehurst is there a teaching of a conversion of user and 
course information from a source database in an e-learning model to a target database 
in an LMS. Thus, it is impossible for any combination of Martin, Prompt and Whitehurst 
to render any claim 1 through 24 obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a)." 

The examiner disagrees with the above argument. Under the KSR case law, 
motivation for combining Martin, Prompt and Whitehurst does not required to be 
explicitly disclosed; however, the motivation can be implicitly disclosed because 
converting data from source to another is well known such teaching is disclosed by 
Martin. And matching data of the converted source to the existing data in the target for 
the purpose of updating such disclosed by Prompt. The basic of converting and 
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updating is both known and whatever data can be converted using this conventional 
method in which the data might be education, banking... Therefore, under KSR 
combining Martin, Prompt and Whitehurst would yield predictable results. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1 , 9 and 1 7 are objected to because of the following informalities: claim 1 
recites "user information and course information" in lines 1-2 which is not the same as 
"the user and course information" in line 4, claim 9 recites "user information and course 
information" in lines 2-3 which is not the same as "the user and course information" and 
claim 17 recites "user information and course information" which is not the same as "the 
user and course information." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 17, 20-21 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because claims 17 
recites a data transformation tools for transforming... which appears to be program per 
se or software per se. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f)or(g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1,4-5, 9, 12-13, 17 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Martin et al. (US. Patent No. 6,016,501) in view of Prompt et 
al. (US. Patent No. 6,985,905 B2) and further in view of Whitehurst et al. (US. Patent 
No. 6,978,115 B2). . 

Regarding on claim 1 , Martin teaches a method of transforming a user 
information and course information from a source database in an e-learning model to a 
a target database in a learning management system, the method comprising: 

Converting the source data to a format compatible with the target database, the 
converted source data containing object identification information (if the source 
database 104A uses a different database management system than the target 
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database, the transform block may be required to transform the data to the target 
database format) (col. 9, lines 35-39); and 

Loading the converted source data into the target database (the transform block 
may be required to transform the data to the target database format to enable storage in 
the database 104B) (col. 9, lines 36-39). 

Martin does not explicitly teaches matching object identifiers with corresponding 
object identifiers related to the object identification information contained in the 
converted user and course information; and storing the unmatched object identifiers for 
manual handling and the user information and the course information form a source 
data in an e-learning model to a target data base in a learning management system. 
On the other hand, Prompt discloses matching the object identifier with corresponding 
object identification information contained in the converted source data if there is an 
existing directory containing object identifiers related to the object identification 
information contained in the converted source data (as corresponding to this is 
contrasted with conventional LDAP directories which require data to be extracted for the 
authoritative source of the information and transformed into a format matching the 
LDAP schema of the directory...) (col. 16, lines 55-62). This suggests the concept of 
matching object of the convert source into the object of LDAP format and obviously the 
unmatched have to be manually handled and stored. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
martin's system to include the matching the object in the converted source to the object 
of the LDAP as disclosed in Prompt in order to allow the converted data to be merge 
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into the directory which uses for processing. Further both Martin and Whitehurst do not 
explicitly teach the method of claim 5, further comprising manually selecting a match of 
object identifiers and corresponding object identification if no match or if more than one 
potential match is found; however, Haimowitz discloses manually selecting a match of 
object identifiers and corresponding object identification if no match or if more than one 
potential match is found (as corresponding to if the pending record is actually a new 
record, then the data is entered into a new record in the existing records database 12. 
If there is a match with one or more records, then the user can mark the records and 
can select which one will get the updated information) (col. 10, lines 14-18). This 
suggests he claimed limitation. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary 
skill in the art a the time of the invention was made to modify both Martin and 
Whitehurst system to include user selection of matching records as disclosed in 
Haimowitz in order to merge the converted records into the new directory for 
processing. 

Claim 9 is a computer-readable storage medium storing a computer program 
which when executed performs a method of transforming source data from a source 
database to a target database in a data management system the method performs the 
step similar to claim 1 ; therefore, claim 9 is rejected under the same reason as to claim 
1. 

Claim 17 is a data transformation system for transforming source data from a 
source database to a target database in the data management system, the system 
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perform the step similar to claim 1; therefore, claim 17 is rejected under the same 
reason as to claim 1 . 

Regarding on claim 4, Martin teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
updating the source database to include the object identifiers contained in the existing 
directory if a match is found (col. 5, lines 33-38). 

Claim 12 recites the same limitation as to claim 4; therefore, claim 12 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 4. 

Claim 20 recites the same limitation as to claim 4; therefore, claim 20 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 4. 

Regarding to claim 5, Martin discloses the concept of claim 1 , wherein the object 
identification information and the object identifier relate to names of user of the learning 
management system (the extracted data source are the user names) (col. 9, line 32). 

Claim 13 recites the same limitation as to claim 5; therefore, claim 13 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 5. 

Claim 21 recites the same limitation as to claim 5; therefore, claim 21 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 5. 

6. Claims 8, 15 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Martin etal. (US. Patent No. 6,016,501) in view of Prompt et al. (US. Patent No. 
6,985,905 B2) in view of Whitehurst et al. (US. Patent No. 6,978,1 15 B2) and further in 
view of Haimowitz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,819,291 B2), 
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Regarding oh claim 8, Martin, Prompt and Whitehurst do not explicitly teach the 
method of claim 1 further comprising if more than one potential match is found, creating 
a file containing the potential matches and re-generating the matching process. 
However, Haimowitz discloses teach the method of claim 1 further comprising if more 
than one potential match is found, creating a file containing the potential matches and 
re-generating the matching process (as corresponding to if the pending record is 
actually a new record, then the data is entered into a new record in the existing records 
database 12. If there is a match with one or more records, then the user can mark the 
records and can select which one will get the updated information) (col. 10, lines 14-18). 
This suggests he claimed limitation. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinary skill in the art a the time of the invention was made to modify Martin, Prompt 
arid Whitehurst system to include user selection o f one more matching records as 
disclosed in Haimowitz in order to merge the converted records into the new directory 
for processing. 

Claim 15 recites the same limitation as to claim 8; therefore, claim 15 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 15. 

Claim 23 recites the same limitation as to claim 8; therefore, claim 23 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 8. 

7. Claims 7, 16 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Martin et al. (US. Patent No. 6,016,501) in view of Prompt etal. (US. Patent No. 
6,985,905 B2) in view of Whitehurst et al. (US. Patent No. 6,978,1 15 B2) and further in 
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view of Haimowitz et al. (US. Patent No. 5,819,291 B2) and further in view of Doyle 
(US. Patent No. 6,058,239). 

Regarding on claim 7, Martin, Prompt and Whitehurst and Haimowitz discloses 
the method of claim 1 excepting for wherein storing unmatched object identifiers for 
manual handling comprises further creating a file contain the object identifiers having a 
format similar to the converted source data. On the other hand, Doyle discloses 
Wherein if no match is found, further creating a file contain the object identifiers having a 
format similar to the converted source data (if there is no match, an algorithm 25 save 
the trial key file as a new permanent key file 26, and tag. ID 9 is set to the ID of the 
newly created key file. In any case, an algorithm 27 creates a new catalog entry for the 
recording session (col. 4, lines 2-5). This suggests the claimed limitation. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to modify Martin, Prompt and Whitehurst and Haimowitz to include creating a new 
file for the converted data as disclosed by Doyle to allow the data to store in the new 
system for later processing. 

Claim 16 recites the same limitation as to claim 7; therefore, claim 16 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 7. 

Claim 24 recites the same limitation as to claim 8; therefore, claim 24 is rejected 
under the same reason as to claim 8. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
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4041 or via e-mail BaoquocN.To@uspto.gov. The examiner can normally be reached 
on Monday-Friday: 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached at 571-272-4107. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 



The fax numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
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